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Summary 

Several proposals designed to address greenhouse gases have been introduced 
in the 1 10 th Congress. Two proposals, S. 1766, introduced by Senators Bingaman and 
Specter, and S. 2 1 9 1 , introduced by Senators Lieberman and Warner and reported by 
the Senate Committee on Environment and Public Works on May 20, 2008, are 
receiving increased scrutiny in preparation for Senate debate on S . 2 1 9 1 . On May 20, 
2008, Senator Boxer introduced S. 3036, which is identical to the reported version 
of S. 2191 except that it contains a proposed budget amendment to make the bill 
deficit neutral. On June 2, 2008, the Senate invoked cloture on a motion to proceed 
on S. 3036, allowing discussion of the bill, but not allowing amendments to be 
introduced. As of June 4, 2008, it is unclear whether the Senate will agree on the 
motion to proceed, leading to further discussion and allowing amendments to be 
introduced. 

The two proposals — S. 1766 and S. 2191 — would establish market-based 
systems to limit emissions of greenhouse gases. However, the proposals differ in 
how those systems would work. S. 2191 would establish an absolute cap on 
emissions from covered entities and would allow entities to trade emissions under 
that cap. S. 1766 would establish emissions targets on covered entities and allow 
those entities to either meet emission reduction targets through a trading program or 
make a safety valve payment in lieu of reducing emissions. Under both proposals, 
short-term U.S. emissions would likely be below a business-as-usual scenario, 
although reductions under S. 2191 are guaranteed by the cap and are projected to be 
larger, particularly over the long-term. In contrast, costs under S. 1766 are likely to 
be lower and more predictable than under S. 2191. 

A major policy question is whether one is more concerned about the possible 
economic cost of the program and therefore willing to accept some uncertainty about 
the amount of reduction received (i.e., favoring a “safety valve” like S. 1766); or one 
is more concerned about achieving a specific emission reduction level with costs 
handled efficiently, but not capped (i.e., pure tradeable permits as in S. 2191). S. 
2191 leans toward the quantity (total emissions) side of the equation; S. 1766 leans 
toward the price side of the equation. 
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Introduction 

Climate change is a global issue, but proposed responses generally would 
require action at the national level. In 1992, the United States ratified the United 
Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC), which called on 
industrialized countries to take the lead in reducing the six primary greenhouse gases 
to 1990 levels by the year 2000. 1 For more than a decade, a variety of voluntary and 
regulatory actions have been proposed or undertaken in the United States, including 
monitoring of power plant carbon dioxide emissions, improved appliance efficiency, 
and incentives for developing renewable energy sources. However, greenhouse gas 
emissions have continued to increase. 

In 2001, President George W. Bush rejected the Kyoto Protocol, which called 
for legally binding commitments by developed countries to reduce their greenhouse 
gas emissions. 2 He has also rejected the concept of mandatory emissions reductions. 3 
Since then, the Administration has focused U.S. climate change policy on voluntary 
initiatives to reduce the growth in greenhouse gas emissions. In contrast, in 2005, the 
Senate passed a Sense of the Senate resolution on climate change declaring that 
Congress should enact legislation establishing a mandatory, market-based program 
to slow, stop, and reverse the growth of greenhouse gases at a rate and in a manner 
that “will not significantly harm the United States economy” and “will encourage 
comparable action” by other nations. 4 

A number of congressional proposals to advance programs designed to reduce 
greenhouse gases have been introduced in the 1 10 th Congress. These have generally 
followed one of three tracks. The first is to improve the monitoring of greenhouse 
gas emissions to provide a basis for research and development and for any potential 
future reduction scheme. The second is to enact a market-oriented greenhouse gas 



1 Under the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC), those 
gases are carbon dioxide (C0 2 ), methane (CH 4 ), nitrous oxide (N 2 Oj, hydrofluorocarbons 
(HFCs), perfluorocarbons (PFCs), and sulfur hexafluoride (SF 6 ). Some greenhouse gases 
are controlled under the Montreal Protocol on Substances that Deplete the Ozone Layer, and 
are not covered under UNFCCC. 

2 For further information, see CRS Report RL33826, Climate Change: The Kyoto Protocol, 
Bali “Action Plan, ” and International Actions, by Susan R. Fletcher and Larry Parker. 

3 President George W. Bush, President Bush ’s Speech on Global Climate Change (June 11, 
2001 ). 

4 S.Amdt. 866, passed by voice vote after a motion to table failed 43-54, June 22, 2005. 




